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This paper examines the history of professional guidelines for school library media 
specialists. The most recent guidelines strongly advocate that the school library media 
specialist function as both teacher and curriculum developer. These roles necessitate that 
school library media specialists collaborate extensively with classroom-based teachers. 
 
The websites of sixty-three ALA (American Library Association) and NCATE (National 
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education)-accredited graduate programs of library 
science/school library media were examined to see if collaboration was listed as a course 
objective within any of the required courses for certification as a school library media 
specialist. Course syllabi were also examined for specific methods of teaching 
collaboration skills. While most of the reviewed programs list collaboration as a course 
objective in at least one required course, the degree of emphasis placed on developing 
collaboration skills varies considerably within surveyed programs. 
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Introduction and Literature Review 
 
Evolution of School Library Media Specialist Guidelines 
 Change in school libraries has often been tied to changes in the American 
educational landscape as a whole. In the early 1900s the Progressive Movement in 
education called for a shift in educational philosophy, from educational methods based in 
route memorization and a focus on accumulation of facts, to one of child-centered 
learning through projects and activities (Berube, 1994). Although the school librarian had 
only recently become a member of the educational community, changing educational 
philosophies in the early 20th century triggered a shift in the role and responsibilities of 
the school librarian. By 1912 the National Education Association (NEA) called for 
changes in the organization and administration of the high school library to reflect the 
new, broader curriculum and novel teaching methods (Hughes, 1998). The American 
Library Association (ALA) adopted the first standards for school libraries in 1920 
(secondary schools) and in 1925 (elementary schools). The new guidelines primarily 
focused on appropriate physical facilities, librarian qualifications and book collections. 
Librarians were urged to teach basic library skills, encourage recreational reading and 
support teachers with materials for teaching (Hughes, citing 1925 ALA standards).  
While the publication of these standards fully incorporated the role of the library within 
the school, they also firmly segmented the school librarian as an adjunct, rather than 
primary, faculty (Giorgis, 1994).  
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In 1945 the ALA revised the school library guidelines, casting the school library 
as a center for the development of reading and library skills (Rossoff, 1971) as opposed 
to a warehousing service. The guidelines also expanded the role of the library from 
reading enrichment and collection development to active curriculum involvement. 
Teacher/librarian planning was first discussed in these guidelines, but the role was less an 
equal partnership and more one of librarian supporting teacher with necessary materials 
(Giorgis). Hughes notes, however, that many school libraries were so poorly funded and 
understaffed that it would be impossible for them to meet the goals set forth by the ALA 
guidelines. 
By 1960, libraries had reaped one benefit of the Cold War, namely federal 
funding for libraries in an attempt to upgrade a national educational system perceived as 
lacking in science, math and foreign languages (Giorgis). The 1960s also saw the 
development of new types of instruction such as independent study, advanced placement 
and team teaching. Libraries, responding to new needs generated from these new 
instructional methods, became “instructional materials centers” and librarians were 
designated as “instructional consultants” or “materials specialists” (Hughes). 
Accordingly, the American Association of School Libraries (AASL) standards of 1960 
emphasized that library materials should be integrated into the curriculum, but did not go 
so far as to promote the role of the school librarian as an educational specialist (Turner, 
1984). Continuing in the trend begun in the 1960s, the 1975 ALA guidelines nudged the 
school librarian even further into the curriculum development process, calling for school 
librarian participation in curriculum development and implementation. Craver (1986) 
notes, however, that the guidelines were not so much a reflection of the actual practice of 
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school librarians as professional directive. Many school librarians’ actual practice in the 
area of curriculum development and partnering with classroom-based teachers lagged far 
behind the professional recommendations set forth by the ALA (Hughes). 
 
The Educational Crisis of the 1980s 
In her 1998 doctoral dissertation, Hughes writes that the education landscape of 
the 1980’s was thrown into focus by the publication of A Nation at Risk: The Imperative 
for Educational Reform (1983) while the “information revolution” of the 1980s began to 
pump schools full of new instructional and research technology, often housed within the 
school library media center. The response to these two phenomena from the school 
library community included the publication Information Power: Guidelines For School 
Media Programs (AASL & AECT, 1988).  
 
Information Power 
 Turner writes that Information Power differed from its predecessor reports in that 
it did not use quantitative prescriptions and recommendations for the standard school 
library media program, but rather described the role and responsibilities of the school 
library media professional in narrative form. Information Power outlined four roles for 
the school library media specialist (SLMS)  – teacher, instructional consultant, 
information specialist and program administrator. While the SLMS had been expected to 
assume a teaching and curricular role prior to the release of Information Power, most 
SLMS achievements trailed behind aspirations (Hughes, Craver). Hughes also observed 
that Information Power gave the SLMS new professional descriptions: information 
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specialist, teacher and instructional consultant. Two of those terms – “teacher” and 
“instructional consultant” were significant steps away from the vision of the SLMS as 
mainly concerned with collection development and maintenance, isolated from the rest of 
the teaching community at large.   
 While earlier professional standards had addressed the issue of SLMS working as 
curriculum developers and teachers, never had these responsibilities been so clearly 
delineated or given so much professional importance. From Information Power:  
 
An effective instructor of students, the library media specialist is knowledgeable 
about current research on teaching and learning and skilled in applying its 
findings to a variety of situation--particularly those that call upon students to 
access, evaluate, and use information from multiple sources in order to learn, to 
think, and to create and apply new knowledge. A curricular leader and a full 
participant on the instructional team, the library media specialist constantly 
updates personal skills and knowledge in order to work effectively with teachers, 
administrators, and other staff--both to expand their general understanding of 
information issues and to provide them with specific opportunities to develop 
sophisticated skills in information literacy, including the uses of information 
technology.  
 
 
Other professional publications of the 1980s also highlighted the importance of 
the SLMS as curriculum developer and teacher. Loertscher (1988) created a four-stage 
model of the profession of the school library media program’s development into a critical 
component of the educational system. These stages are summarized as follows: 
 
1. Basic Library: meets minimum accreditation requirements for collection 
and staff 
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2. The “independent entity:” provides resources that exceed standards, 
maintains sufficient staffing levels and provides adequate access to 
individuals and groups 
3. “Integrated Library Media Center:” provides materials that support 
curricular units, staff work with instructors to plan resource-based 
educational units 
4. “Curriculum Planning:” SLMS are fully integrated into the curriculum 
process and have voice concerning curriculum development and 
changes, and partner frequently with classroom-based instructors 
Loertscher divides the spectrum of responsibilities held by the SLMS into three 
types: warehousing services (access and maintenance of resources), direct service to 
students and teachers (materials assembly, reference work) and resource-based teaching, 
(utilization of multiple resources in multiple media formats to meet curricular objectives.) 
As with Information Power, Loertscher places the greatest emphasis and attention on the 
latter of these responsibilities. 
 
The Impact of Greater Instructional Responsibilities 
 Why does the school library professional leadership place so much emphasis on 
the role of SLMS as teacher and instructional consultant? It appears that greater 
participation by the SLMS in curriculum development and teaching has a positive impact 
on educational quality and test scores. Haycock (1989, 1995, 2000b) reviewed several 
studies concerning library media practice and found, among other findings, that 
“…students in schools with well-equipped resource centers and teacher-librarians 
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perform better on achievement tests.” (1989, p.1). Russell (2000) and Manzo (2000) also 
reported similar findings, as did Shannon (2001). 
 
Librarians as Teachers 
 For an excellent overview of current research regarding SLMS competencies and 
expectations please see Shannon’s 2001 work: Education and competencies of school 
library media specialists: a review of the literature. 
 
 While the professional leadership of the school library media field appears to have 
reached consensus concerning the appropriate role of the SLMS with regards to teaching 
and curriculum development there is considerable debate as to the degree that those 
responsibilities are exercised. Pickard (1990) and Putnam (1996) both found that 
professional aspirations of SLMS with regards to teaching and curriculum development 
lag behind the realities of their practice. Even so, the 1990 Millbrook Report found that 
most SLMS spent close to 13 hours per week engaged in instructional activities. Haycock 
(1995) notes that while in the US the term “library media specialist” is used to describe 
the profession, many parts of the world refer to the same role as “teacher-librarian,” as 
the use of both terms signify a professional with advanced training in both education and 
library and information science. 
 This view of librarian as teacher, however, is obviously not solidified throughout 
the educational landscape. Turner writes that the lack of cohesiveness within the 
educational field as to the appropriate role of the SLMS has resulted in diversity within 
state certification standards (citing Franklin, 1984) and school library science graduate 
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programs (citing Stone and Turner, 1982). Haycock (1995) notes that principals and 
teachers often have misconceptions concerning the role of the school librarians, and 
Barron (1987) writes that many classroom-based teachers and administrators do not see 
SLMS as curriculum partners. Shannon’s 2001 review of current research regarding the 
appropriate role of the SLMS found that there is often more support for the SLMS as 
traditional educational support staff –promoting reading and providing resources – than 
there is for a more central role in instruction and curriculum development. Shannon 
discusses the studies of Lai (1995) and Kahler (1990), who both found little support for 
curricular involvement by SMLS from both the perspective of the SLMS and principals 
and teachers, respectively. In contrast, however, Mosqueda (1999) found that principals 
and SLMS in sixty-seven blue-ribbon Florida schools jointly supported the principles of 
Information Power, including the role of librarian as teacher.  
The perception by classroom-based teachers of whether or not SLMS should be 
heavily involved in the instructional process is of critical importance in the success of the 
SLMS as teacher -- for only when the SLMS and classroom-based teachers collaborate 
can students reap the full benefit of the SLMS’s teaching (McCarthy, 1997, Haycock, 
2000). 
 
Collaboration 
 Collaboration continues to be a critical issue in education.  Van Deusen notes that 
teachers are moving away from the use of basal textbooks and moving toward more 
complex instructional strategies; she suggests that these complex instructional models 
may be best, and most effectively and efficiently developed and delivered via team 
 11
 
 
 
teaching.  Van Deusen (1996) quotes Bergen (1994) with regard to the importance of 
professional collaboration in teaching: “…educators now realize that integration of 
curriculum across subject areas, attention to developmentally appropriate educational 
experiences at all age levels and student development of skills with technologically 
sophisticated interactive media cannot be achieved effectively within an isolated 
individualized teaching model” (pp. 242-243).  
Aronson (1998) defines collaboration as “…a process to reach goals that cannot 
be reached as efficiently by acting alone” (p.32). Types of SLMS-classroom teacher 
collaborative work frequently encountered by the SLMS include committee work, special 
events, faculty meetings and inservice workshops and, most centrally relevant to this 
paper, instructional design and implementation (Kresberg, 2001). 
Unfortunately, most classroom-based educators receive little to no training in the 
successful utilization of the school library or the SLMS (Cleaver & Taylor, 1989). Unlike 
the fields of business or medicine, teacher training involves little instruction in and 
provides few models of how to work collaboratively and constructively with other adults. 
Friend (2000) notes that many educational professionals are often surprised at the 
difficulties they encounter when attempting to engage in collaborative work, as 
collaborative work requires a complex set of communication, interpersonal and 
leadership skills.  
Compounding the issue, many teachers still view SLMS as support resources as 
opposed to professional colleagues and partners (Hartzell, 1997). In 1999 Hartzell also 
argued that teachers, having been trained to a standard that expects them to work in near-
absolute autonomy in the classroom, may even perceive engaging in collaborative work 
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with librarians as a sign of weakness or admission of deficiency. Despite the increased 
attention toward collaborative teaching methods many teachers may even possess a 
negative view of the SLMS as a curriculum partner (Barron, 2000). 
In her 1994 study Giorgis performed qualitative case studies that examined 
teachers’ perceptions of the appropriate role of the school librarian. Her research showed 
that 10 of 19 teachers interviewed for her study viewed the SLMS as a “…resource who 
was to be told what to teach rather than viewed as a teacher who knows how to 
successfully integrate information skills into the curriculum” (p. 142). Giorgis also 
comments that many SLMS may still see themselves as clerical support rather than 
professional equals and may struggle to balance the curricular with other information 
roles they are asked to play. Turner notes that many SLMS are intimidated by the 
complexity and depth of the instructional consultant and collaboration roles now 
expected of them. 
Despite hesitancies from some members of the SLMS professional ranks, the need 
for collaboration, specifically collaborative curriculum planning and teaching, has been 
documented within the school library literature (Russell, Small, 2001, Craver). 
Information Power asserts that effective collaboration – one of the three thematic thrusts 
of the SLMS profession along with leadership and technology - between SLMS and 
teachers strengthens the entire scholastic community. Haycock (1995) confirms that 
collaboration between the SLMS and the classroom instructor is the most effective 
method on instruction, superior to separate and uncoordinated instructions programs 
delivered by the two groups. Finally, consider the (2000) AASL-released fourth (and 
most recently available) draft of the Program Standards for School Library Media 
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Specialist Preparation (Advanced Preparation, Graduate Level or Master’s degree 
program). Three of the proposed standards specifically cite professional collaboration: 
 
Standard 1.3 Candidates plan and work collaboratively with teachers to ensure 
integration of information literacy skills into the curriculum, provide access to 
resources, and promote effective use of technology across the curriculum. 
 
Standard 1.4 Candidates are committed to promoting optimal use of the school 
library media services and resources, in partnership with members of the learning 
community. 
 
Standard 7.2 Candidates collaborate with teachers and other members of the 
learning community to encourage students to choose to become lifelong 
independent learners, and socially responsible in using information and 
information technology. 
 
 However well documented the benefits of SLMS-teacher collaboration, and the 
professional attention to the matter, one necessary question is how do SLMS best engage 
in collaborative efforts with other educators? 
 
Effective Collaboration 
Many factors appear to affect whether or not SLMS can engage in effective 
collaborative planning with other teachers. Flexible scheduling is cited as a key success 
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factor by many authors (Haycock 1988, Kearney, 2000, Callison, 1999, van Deusen & 
Tallman, 1994). Ruffin (1989) found that the time spent on instructional development 
activities, not surprisingly, corresponded significantly with the relative importance placed 
on those activities by the SLMS. Support and guidance of the principal for SLMS-
classroom teacher collaboration is also considered a critical factor (van Deusen & 
Tallman, 1994, Loertscher). Unfortunately, research has also found that even when 
SLMS feel strongly that they should be engaging in collaborative efforts with teachers 
they often cannot do so to the extent that they would like (Putnam, Pickard).  
 
Professional Education of SLMS 
 Given the importance placed on teaching and collaborative work with classroom 
teachers, how has the school library media graduate education community responded? 
One aspect of the issue is the call for more traditional teaching experience for SLMS. 
Haycock (1995) writes that teaching credentials and classroom teaching experience is 
vital to the effectiveness of the SLMS in the educational setting, while Van Dresler 
(1971) notes that exemplary SLMS display many of the same traits as exemplary 
teachers: direct planning with other teachers and flexible and innovative teaching 
methods and approaches, among others. Wilson (1972) comments that principals and 
classroom-based teachers both call for SLMS to have more classroom teaching 
experience in order to enhance their credibility with other instructional staff. Finally, 
many state departments of education and instruction now require that SLMS hold a valid 
teaching credential, pass the PRAXIS teaching exam, or perform equivalent coursework 
in a graduate program of education or library science prior to receiving licensure. 
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 But prior classroom experience and teaching credentials are not sufficient to 
guarantee the success of the SLMS in working collaboratively with classroom-based 
instructors. Traditional teacher education programs do not emphasize working with other 
professionals, but instead focus on the student-teacher relationship. In addition, because 
of the location of the school library media center many SLMS work in relative isolation 
from other instructors (Oldford, 2002), which may further detract from collaboration 
efforts. 
 How then do SLMS learn to work collaboratively with classroom-based teachers? 
Harada (1996) found in a 1993-1994 survey that 80 percent of ALA-accredited programs 
self-reported that their respective programs provided training in the nine professional 
competencies identified within Information Power, including the development of 
collaboration skills. Callison and Tilley (2001) also found increased emphasis on 
teaching collaboration and curriculum development, among other skills, in their survey of 
25 ALA-approved programs over a five-year period following the release of Information 
Power. Muronaga and Harada (1999) note, however, that much of the current library 
literature on teacher and SLMS collaboration focuses on the external or environmental 
factors affecting collaboration, including scheduling systems, principal/administrative 
support, curriculum planning time, and budgets for adequate facilities and resources, as 
opposed to researching skills and techniques needed for effective collaboration. 
Haycock (1995) believes that SLMS should learn collaboration skills, in part, 
through professional education and training. He argues that SLMS should provide more 
in-service training for colleagues, and “…educators in library science need to revise 
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programs to include courses that foster cooperation and understanding between teachers 
and library media specialists” (p. 229).  
 
Statement of the Research Questions 
 
 Assuming that 1) the role of the SLMS has evolved to that of teacher-librarian and 
2) that this dual role is beneficial to students and helps schools achieve higher academic 
standards, and 3) that the success of this role is dependent, in large part, on the ability of 
the SLMS to work cooperatively with classroom-based educators, than how do graduate 
programs in school library media prepare their graduates to work cooperatively with 
other educators? As it has been noted previously, graduate schools of education do not 
appear to offer significant training in how to work cooperatively with other education 
professionals – how might graduate programs in school library media differ in this 
respect? Do graduate programs in library science even consider cooperative planning and 
related skills to be critical competencies for their graduates to master? And if graduate 
programs in school library media do indeed consider these competencies to be necessary 
for the success of their graduates, to what degree do they emphasize the instruction of 
these skills in required classes? 
 This study will attempt to begin to answer these questions by providing some 
insight into the process by which SLMS are taught to work effectively with other teachers 
and educators. As noted in the “Best of ERIC” series from the online journal School 
Library Media Research (Small, 2001) many questions regarding SLMS teaching are still 
not yet fully explored, including what experiences and training school library media 
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graduate education programs should provide to their graduates to prepare them for a 
teaching role.  
 
Research Methodology 
 
 In July 2000, the Association for Library and Information Science Education 
released an executive summary of the KALIPER report: Educating Library and 
Information Science Professionals for a New Century. The purpose of the KALIPER 
report was to “analyze the nature and extent of major curricular changes in LIS 
education” (p. 1). Multiple methods of data collection were utilized, including case 
studies, interviews, surveys, and content analysis. Content analyses included examination 
of school calendars, course descriptions and class syllabi. Using this methodology as a 
model for this study, an unobtrusive, web-based content analysis of program websites and 
course syllabi was chosen to help explore questions concerning the level of emphasis 
placed on helping school library media graduate students develop collaboration skills. 
 
Sampling, Units of Analysis and Process 
 It would be difficult, given the scope of this paper, to query every graduate 
program in library science. In order to focus the research and to incorporate some control 
over the quality of the programs selected for review only US-based graduate programs of 
library and information science that are accredited by the American Library Association 
(ALA), and the US-based graduate education programs with specializations or 
certificates in school library media accredited by the National Council for Accreditation 
 18
 
 
 
of Teacher Education (NCATE) were selected for research. While this sample size (63 
programs) is not enough to draw any statistically significant conclusions it should be 
large enough to provide preliminary findings to justify further research investigations into 
the topic. 
 In order to understand if collaboration skills are seen as critical to the success of 
SLMS graduate-level programs, websites of the 63 programs were examined to see 1) if 
collaboration is noted as an important skill for school library media students within 
required courses and 2) what is the level of emphasis placed on teaching those 
collaboration skills.  
Specifically, the websites were examined for the following: 
1) Does the graduate program offer a defined certification and/or specialization in 
school library media? 
2) If so, does the program require a core set of courses within the school library 
media curriculum that all graduates must take? (May include non-school library 
media related courses, such as cataloging) 
3) Within those core courses, is “collaboration” or an equivalent term (teamwork, 
partnership, working together) used within the description of a course 
objective/goal within any of the required courses syllabi? 
4) If so, to what degree is mastery of the collaborative objective emphasized within 
readings and/or course assignments? 
 
Core courses were chosen as a unit of analysis as they are normally required in order 
to ensure that all program graduates possess the most fundamental skills of the 
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profession. Essentially, core courses must be acknowledged by the faculty as so critical to 
student professional and academic success that they are required of all graduates. 
Statements concerning course objectives, goals or developed skills within class syllabi 
were used as the second unit of analysis in order to further test the importance placed on 
teaching collaboration skills. If the development of a skill is listed as a defined objective 
within a required course than it would be reasonable to conclude that that skill is thought 
to be of critical importance to students within the program. 
The advantage of using publicly available web pages is that the research is 
unobtrusive and non-reactive, or unlikely to cause any subject bias, as the authors of the 
web pages have already finalized the documents being studied. The disadvantage to using 
publicly available web pages is that some programs may not make certain sections of 
their website, such as class home pages, available to the public. In addition, the use of 
such a methodology only allows for analysis of written communication, and obviously 
does not allow any insight into what is said or done during the actual teaching process.  
 
Content Coding 
Content was coded using a combination of manifest (visible or surface content) 
and latent (underlying meaning) coding. Manifest content coding helped to ensure that 
the coding was reasonably reliable, repeatable and specific (Babbie, 2001). This is 
especially important given that the scope of this project did not allow for multiple coders 
in order to test coder reliability. Manifest coding will be used to address the first three 
research questions, and latent coding to address the fourth questions, which is by nature 
more subjective. One potential problem with this research methodology is that it may be 
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possible for a professor to emphasize the development of collaboration skills in a class 
while making little mention of it in the syllabus, and thus not identifiable by the web-
based research process. It is hoped, however, that by examining titles of readings and 
assignment descriptions some reasonable degree of insight may be gained as to the level 
of emphasis and types of teaching techniques. 
 
Analysis 
Stage One Analysis 
The first step in the analysis was to examine the websites of the 48 US-based ALA-
approved library and information science programs and the 15 NCATE-approved library 
science programs within schools of education to see if they 1) had a formal program in 
school library media 2) had a defined list of core courses for the school library media 
program or certification listed online. Note: all online data collection was performed 
initially between March 15, 2002 and March 25, 2002, and a second time between April 
1, 2002 and April 12, 2002.  
In defining a “formal program in school library media” the researcher looked for any 
one of the following: 
1. Information concerning a stand-alone school library media certification program 
2. Information concerning a master’s degree in library science with a certification or 
specialization in school library media 
3. Information concerning a masters degree in library science with a “track” in 
school library media 
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In defining “core” courses, the researcher searched for a statement or statements 
concerning courses that were required for all those pursuing any variation of the 
previously listed “formal program in school library media.” In cases where there were 
multiple combinations of courses required depending on the student’s background, all 
required courses for all tracks were recorded and the duplicates expunged. In cases where 
there were either/or course combinations (example: students must take INLS 120 or 
EDUC 144) then both courses were recorded. In cases where more than two course 
options were listed as a requirement (example: students must take one course from the 
following: INLS 120, INLS 150 or EDUC 144) the courses were not considered to be 
core or required courses and were not recorded. Some programs did not list core courses 
by name, but provided descriptions of the content that was required for students in the 
program, e.g. “students must take three courses in the area of children’s literature, school 
library media administration and media development.” If the description of the core 
course content could be matched against the master list of courses without ambiguity then 
the program was counted as having a defined set of core courses. If the description of the 
courses could not be matched against the master list without ambiguity (e.g. “students 
must complete work in school library media center administration” and there were two 
levels of classes in that area) then the program was marked as not having a publicly 
available list of core courses.  
After stage one analysis, 50 program websites were found to have information on 
programs or concentrations in school library media certification and published listings of 
core or required courses. These sites were marked for stage two of the analysis process. 
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Stage Two Analysis, part A 
Stage two analyses began with an examination of programs marked for stage 2 
analysis to locate syllabi of the core courses.  In attempting to locate course syllabi the 
researcher searched the sites as thoroughly as possible. Locations for class homepages 
with course with syllabi listed included specific course home page sections, current and 
previous class schedule sections with links to course home pages, instructor homepages 
with links to classes taught, and links from general course description pages. If multiple 
course syllabi were found the researcher recorded the most recent version, or, in the case 
of two syllabi found for the same term, the syllabi listed first was recorded.  
If course syllabi that could not be found pertained to required courses that clearly 
did not cover material specific to the school library media specialist track or likely to 
include collaborative skills development (for example, cataloging) then the program 
could still be considered viable for stage three analyses. If course syllabi for all courses 
that either specifically pertained to school library media or could possibly contain 
information related to collaborative skills development (such as management of 
information organizations) were not found then the program was not considered for 
further analysis. After stage two, part A analysis, 19 programs were found to be eligible 
for the next phase of analysis, stage two, part B.  
Stage Two Analysis, part B 
For examination of course syllabi the researcher performed the following steps: 
1. The course syllabus for each core or required course was downloaded and printed 
2.  Course objectives, course goals, or lists with the titles such as “at the end of the 
course students will be able to…:” were marked 
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3. Course objectives statements (or equivalent) were examined for usage of the word 
“collaboration” or the phrase “work with_________” (other educational 
personnel) or a description of a skill that is obviously collaborative in nature 
(example: “partner with education students to define and plan a set of curriculum 
goals”). Note: the word “consult” was not used as a synonym for collaboration as 
it implies a different relationship and power structure between the two 
professionals, as opposed to collaboration, which implies an equal relationship 
between the two professionals. 
4. If collaborative skills appeared to be a goal of the course then the program was 
marked as such on the coding sheet 
14 programs of the 19 reviewed programs, or 74 percent, had core or 
required courses where the development of collaboration skills (or the functional 
equivalent) were identified as being a course objective in at least one core course. 
 
Stage Three Analysis 
The researcher then reviewed the recorded syllabi to estimate the degree of 
emphasis placed on teaching collaboration as a skill. In order to capture this information, 
the researcher developed the following coding scheme, outlined in table 1.0: 
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Table 1.0 Presence of specific syllabi content and assigned point value 
Content Point value 
Presence of readings related to collaboration 1 point 
Presence of a specific assignment(s) with 
collaboration as a focus of the assignment 
1 point 
Presence of a specific assignment(s) where the 
collaborative nature of the assignment was clearly 
stated to be constructed as a learning experience 
1 point 
Presence of a specific, defined learning unit on 
collaboration 
2 points 
 
Programs that scored three or more points were classified as having high emphasis. 
Programs that scored two points were classified as medium-level emphasis and programs 
that scored one or no points were classified as low emphasis.  
Seven of the 14 reviewed programs (50 percent of total) appear to have a high 
degree of emphasis on teaching collaboration skills. One reviewed program was classed 
as having a medium-level degree of emphasis and six programs (38 percent of total) were 
classified as having a low-degree of emphasis. Table 1.1, below, summarizes the results 
by ALA-approved programs and NCATE-approved programs. 
Table 1.2 Program degree of emphasis on developing collaboration skills 
ALA approved programs (9) 
  Degree of emphasis Number of programs 
 High 7 
 Medium 1 
 Low 1 
NCATE approved programs (5) 
 High 0 
 Medium 0 
 Low 5 
 
 The programs reviewed in this stage having high levels of emphasis on teaching 
collaboration skills the nature of instruction varied in their methods of instruction. Some 
programs had specific units with corresponding readings and assignments to address 
collaboration, while other programs had collaborative work as a theme that ran through 
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all other units throughout the course. One program had an entire class devoted to teaching 
skills and processes related to collaboration, offering multiple readings on collaboration 
and interactive assignments to practice collaboration skills. Interestingly enough, while 
the five reviewed NCATE-approved library science programs listed collaboration as a 
course objective within a core course none of the programs offered anything more than a 
reading on collaboration. Perhaps this is because education schools do not perceive 
collaboration between the SLMS and classroom-based teachers to be as difficult an 
objective to master as do school library media programs housed in departments of library 
science. 
 The specific courses where collaboration skills were taught varied slightly from 
program to program. Most (roughly 70 percent) of the programs had collaboration skills 
listed as course objectives within the required course on administration of the school 
library media center. Additional courses where collaboration skills were taught including 
courses on management theory, children’s or young adult literature and instructional 
design/curriculum development. 
 The most common method of teaching collaboration skills appeared to be through 
reading units and discussion – only approximately one-third of the survey programs had 
actual assignments related to teaching collaboration skills. This may be an area of further 
research – are text-based readings a reasonable method for teaching collaboration skills? 
Barron (2000) argues that modeling behaviors students wish to learn – such as 
collaboration skills – is the most effective method of learning those skills, and that 
learners best construct their knowledge by actively using information. It may be 
interesting to explore further whether students learn collaboration skills best through 
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reading and class discussion or must they actually practice them in order to begin to 
master them? 
Conclusion 
 
 Over the past 80 years professional guidelines for SLMS have evolved from 
advocating a role primarily concerned with the development, organization and 
maintenance of collections to that of a full-fledged teacher with curriculum development 
responsibilities. While there has often been a disconnect between the goals of the 
profession as advocated by national organizations and the actual practice within the field, 
it appears that more direct involvement by the SLMS within the curriculum has a positive 
impact on student learning and scholastic goals. In addition, as many states continue to 
require some combination of classroom teaching experience, graduate courses in 
education and national-level teaching certification for licensure as a SLMS, it seems 
likely that increasing importance will be placed on the ability of the SLMS to function in 
an instructional role and work collaboratively with classroom based teaching in a variety 
of ways. 
One critical issue, therefore, is how graduate programs in library science will 
prepare their students for the challenges of professional collaboration. One of the 
problems associated with this study’s research methodology (content analysis of publicly 
available websites) is that the researcher cannot actually view what transpires in class 
lectures or discussion. Still, from the review of the course syllabi it does appear that 
students who enter graduate programs in school library media can expect a fair degree of 
emphasis on developing collaborative work skills. This is fairly consistent with Harada’s 
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1996 work where she found that 80 percent of ALA-accredited programs self-reported 
that their respective programs provided training in the nine professional competencies 
identified within Information Power, including the development of collaboration skills. 
Students entering library science programs housed within schools of education, however, 
may not find as much emphasis on developing collaborative work skills as their 
counterparts in more traditional library science programs. Students are most likely to 
receive instruction in collaborative work skills within courses related to the 
administration of the school library media center, but may also find that they receive 
some emphasis on collaboration in other school library media courses, such as children’s 
or young adult literature, or within general management courses required of all library 
science graduates. 
In addition, many professors address collaboration through readings and 
discussion within the class setting, but not through specific assignments that call for 
collaborative skills development. Given the complex and multifaceted nature of 
collaboration skills and practice, reading and discussion may not, ultimately, be the best 
method of developing collaborative skills. Professors of library science and, specifically, 
school library media, may wish to examine how other disciplines, such as counseling and 
business, teach collaboration skills to see if there may be more effective methods of 
helping their students develop these increasingly critical skills. 
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Appendix A 
List of programs reviewed for research 
ALA-approved programs of library science 
State Institution ID number 
AL The University Of Alabama 1 
AZ The University of Arizona 2 
CA San Jose State University 3 
CA University of California, Los Angeles 4 
CT Southern Connecticut State University 5 
DC Catholic University 6 
FL Florida State University 7 
FL University of South Florida 8 
GA Clark Atlanta University 9 
HI The University of Hawaii 10 
IL Dominican University 11 
IL University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 12 
IN Indiana University 13 
IA University of Iowa 14 
KS Emporia State 15 
KY University of Kentucky 16 
LA Louisiana State University 17 
MD University of Maryland 18 
MA Simmons College 19 
MI University of Michigan 20 
MI Wayne State University 21 
MS University of Southern Mississippi 22 
MO University of Missouri-Columbia 23 
NJ Rutgers University 24 
NY Long Island University 25 
NY Pratt Institute 26 
NY Queens College 27 
NY St. John’s University 28 
NY Syracuse 29 
NY State University of New York at Albany 30 
NY State University of New York at Buffalo 31 
NC North Carolina Central University 32 
NC University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 33 
NC University of North Carolina at Greensboro 34 
OH Kent State University 35 
OK University of Oklahoma 36 
PA Clarion University 37 
PA Drexel University 38 
PA  University of Pittsburgh 39 
RI University of Rhode Island 40 
SC University of South Carolina 41 
TN University of Tennessee 42 
TX Texas Women’s University 43 
TX University of North Texas 44 
TX University of Texas at Austin 45 
WA University of Washington 46 
WI University of Wisconsin-Madison 47 
WI University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 48 
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NCATE-approved school media programs 
State Institution ID number 
AK University of Central Arkansas 49 
DE University of Delaware 50 
IL Chicago State 51 
MA Bridgewater State 52 
MA Salem State 53 
MI Central Michigan University 53 
MI Grand Valley State 54 
MO Central Missouri State 55 
NJ Rowan University 56 
NC Appalachian State University 57 
NC East Carolina 58 
TX San Houston State 59 
TX University of Houston, Clearwater 60 
UT Utah State 61 
VA Longwood College 62 
VA Old Dominion University 63 
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Appendix B 
Data Collection Form 
 
 
Stage 1 
 
Program ID Date of data 
collection 
Defined school library 
media program? 
Core courses defined 
online? 
 
 
   
 
Stage 2, A-B 
 
Core course 
number 
Title Syllabi found? Collaboration in 
course objectives? 
 
 
   
 
 
   
 
 
   
 
 
   
 
 
   
 
 
   
 
 
   
 
Program appropriate for stage 3 analysis: Y/N 
 
 
 Stage 3 
 
Course 
number 
Description of collaborative skills development 
assignments, readings, etc. 
Total point 
value 
 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
  
Total point value: 
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